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MARINE SAFETY PROGRAM

TUESDAY, JULY 19, 1983

Houskt orF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcOMMITTEE ON COAST GUARD AND NAVIGATION,
COoMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee megfgursuant to call, at 10:15 a.m., in room
1334, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Gerry Studds (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Studds, Hughes, Carper, Thomas, Jones,
Young, and Forsythe,

Staff present: Andy Schwarz, Bill Woodward, Suzanne Bolton,
Gina DeFerrari, Sandy Holt, Duncan Smith, Brooks Bowen, Ed
Welch, George Mannina, Kip Robinson, John Dentler, Shelia Pugh,
Barbara Cavas, Bob Kurrus, Cher Brooks, John Cullather, Rudy
Cassani, and Sue WaHlron.

) t}\lllr. Stupps. The subcommittee will come to order, if that is pos-
sible.

The subcommittee meets this morning to conduct the first of
three hearings concerning the marine safety program of the U.S.
Coast Guard.

We intend today to focus particular attention on three recent
maritime tragedies: the sinking of the collier Marine Electric on
February 12, 1983; the capsizing of the mobile offshore drilling unit
Ocean Ranger on February 14, 1982; and the disappearance of the
merchant vessel Poet on or about October 26, 1980.

These three incidents took a total of 149 lives and each raised se-
rious (at,xestions about marine safety inspection procedures, and
about the ability of merchant crews to survive emergencies at sea.

The subcommittee is grateful for the cooperation of the Coast
Guard and the American Bureau of Shipf)ing in helpinﬁus to pre-

are for these hearings. We are grateful, as well, to Mr. Eugene

elly, one of the three survivors of the Marine Electric tragedy,
and to Capt. Henry Downing, vice Zresident of Marine Transport
Lines, the owners of the Marine Electric, for their willingness to
participate in our hearing today.

If there is one message that I hope will emerge from these hear-
ings, it is that the Congress of the United States is committed abso-
lutelﬁ to establishing and maintaining the safety of all vessels
-which fly the flag of the United States.

For this commitment to have meaning, I am convinced that:

First, the Coast Guard must have the resources and the polic;
direction required to carry out marine safety responsibiliies wit
thoroughness and competence;

: (0)]
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Second, the Coast Guard must be convinced that its responsibili-
ty to safety and search and rescue are viewed by Congress and the
public as the highest priorities of the service;

Third, vessel owners and crews, and the classification societies,
must refrain from using the existence of the Coast Guard as an
excuse to evade their own responsibilities for marine safety;

Fourth, numerous changes are required in policy and law to im-
prove the odds that imperiled merchant seamen will survive vessel
casualties at sea; - N

Fifth, make certain that vessel owners, offices, and crews will
take seriously the marine safety regulations promulgated and en-
forced by the Coast Guard; and

Sixth, guarantee that valid and substantial considerations of
safety will always prevail over economic considerations in the oper-
ation of the U.S.-flag merchant fleet. .

The chairman of the full committee, Mr. Jones of North Caroli-
na, has taken an important step toward the improvement of
marine safety through the introduction of H.R. 3486, a bill which
we will be giving thorough consideration in the course of these
hearings.

Does the chairman of the committee wish to make a statement
at this time? ~

Mr. Jones. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

As you stated, this first in a set of three hearings has been ar-
ranged for the purpose of taking a close look at the Coast Guard’s
marine safety program. Public and congressional concern, especial-
l{) resgsarding Coast Guard inspection procedures, was heightened by
the SS Poet and Ocean Ranger disasters. Certainly the recent tragic
sinking of the Marine Electric has served to sustain our concern. It
is evident that Coast Guard inspection programs are an important
part of marine safelgy.

The premise of H.R. 3486, which I have introduced, is that the
Coast Guard needs additional statutory authority in order to im-

rove marine safety. Whereas, the safety provisions set out in my

ill should not place a great strain on Coast Guard resources, we
will be asking to what extent additional resources may be required
in order to carry out the provisions within the bill, and also, to ade-
quately carry out the entire merchant marine safety program.

One of the provisions of H.R. 3486 is designed to substantially in-
crease penalties for inspection violations. en a mobile offshore
drilling unit, a MODU, which may lease for about $100,000 per
day, can only be assessed a flat penalty of $500, there is clearly in-
sufficient incentive on the part of an owner/operator to comply
with inspection regulations.

My bill would also require the shipowner to contact the Coast
Guard if he has not heard from his vessel in over 48 hours. This
would be a legal obligation, backed up by a civil penalty. It is ap-
Farent that the current system for vessel reporting is not always
unctional in terms of providing for merchant marine safety. For
example, the owner of the SS Poet was not in communication with
his vessel for 10 days before he contacted the Coast Guard.

Also, despite the fact that the SS Poet had not been contactin
the Coast Guard’s AMVER system every 48 hours, the Coast Guar
was not aware of this fact due to the nature of the system. I under-
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stand that the USMER and AMVER reporting systems are now in

the process of meriing into a single mandatory system. This is
hopefully a step in the right direction.

.R. 3486 recognizes the value which marine satellite telecom-
munications systems have for enhancing marine safety by improv-
ing communication capabilities. Therefore, my bill includes a cost-
sharing provision which is intended to promote the use of these
systems on U.S. commercial vessels.

Another feature of my bill would effectively give authority to the
Coast Guard to review an officer’s Federal license, even though he
was operating under his State license, when involved in alleged
acts of misconduct or incompetence. ‘

I have introduced H.R. 3486 with the belief that certain statutory
changes will help to strengthen the Coast Guard’s marine safety
program. The hearings we are holding reflect the committee’s con-
tinued strong concern for the safety of U.S. mariners.

Certainly, no one in this room wants to reduce the competitive-
ness of the U.S. merchant marine by overregulating the industry.
We must, however, insure that all reasonable measures to insure
marine safety are taken—whether by establishing new laws, or by
effectively enforcing existinilaws and regulations.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. Stupps. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. Youna. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to be here today to begin these hear-
ings on the marine safety programs of the U.S. Coast Guard. I hope
that these will build on the hearings we had 2 years ago and serve
to carry out our oversight responsibilities.

Marine safety, of course, is of prime imgortance to everyone in
the maritime industry: the Coast Guard, the shippers, the unions,
offshore oil, pilots, and commercial fishermen. The three recent
major incidents which you referred to remind us of the possibility
of large loss of life which all of us regret.

These incidents not only point out the need for safety but also
the dangerous nature and risks of going to sea for a living, as all
those who have gone to the sea in the past have had to face. As the
Representative from the State of Alaska, I can assure you that I
am familiar with a harsh, unforgiving maritime environment.

At this time I would like to compliment the Coast Guard con-
cerning the Princendam. There was an instance where we faced a
great loss of life at sea and members of the crew and passengers
were all rescued with the loss of one life. Thus we must accept, in
looking at these marine safety programs, the reality of the condi-
tions in the marine industry.

We must also accept the fact that a safe merchant marine will
not only eliminate unnecessary loss of life, but is just good busi-
ness. No one wins when a marine casualty occurs.

During the course of these hearings, we must look at the impact
that the marine safety program has on the industry, at a way to
create a safer yet cost-effective merchant marine, and the impact
that any change in the Coast Guard’s program would have on its
responsibilities and resources. The Coast Guard does an excellent
job of providing for a safe merchant marine given the resources
they have.
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Their efforts in recent years to transfer some functions to the
private sector reveal a balance of the functions that are to be per-
formed by the Coast Guard as the Government’s responsibility and
those that are functions capable of being performed privately.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working with you throughout
these hearings and welcome the Coast Guard and others knowl-
edgeable witnesses we have here today.

Again [ want to stress, though, just laws themselves will not pre-
vent loss at sea. Let’s try to work together and work out a work-
able solution to those problems we have been faced with.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Stupps. I thank the gentleman. Does the ranking member of
the committee have a statement, the gentleman from New Jersey?

Mr. ForsyTHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I agree with the ap-
propriateness of these hearings. There were numerous maritime
safety issues highlighted during the last couple of years concerning
marine tragedies such as the loss of the Marine Electric and the
great majority of her crew in February of this year. This is a grim
remibrider that the sea can be very unforgiving to ships and men in
trouble.

Maritime safety should be of the highest priority—for the Coast
Guard and other government agencies, for the owners of ships and
offshore facilities and for the officers and crews who operate them.
Many laws now regulate marine safety, but it appears from hard
experience learned in these recent disasters that additional legisla-
tive action may be necessary. I commend Chairman Jones for ad-
dressing the very important safety matters in your bill H.R. 3486.

The Coast Guard Subcommittee hearings certainly complement
the hearings which were held in June by the Subcommittee on the
Panama Canal and the Outer Continental Shelf. Those hearings ex-
plored in detail safety-related aspects of the offshore oil industry.

I was pleased to learn in those hearings that the offshore indus-
try has, generally, a very fine safety record. I attribute the safety
record in part to recent legislative and regulatory actions by the
Congress and the Coast Guard. However, a large measure of credit
must' go to the industry itself, for recognizing the hazards of work
at sea and for taking positive steps to minimize those hazards.

The other committee members know well that I have been inter-
ested in marine safety for many years, and that I have been more
than willing to speak out on important issues in this field, such as
the need for U.S.-flag vessels and OCS drilling rigs to be equipped
with survival suits in cold water areas.

I do not want to dwell at length on the wide array of issues
which the subcommittee will be addressing in its hearings, so let
me just close by saying that I do support strongly the intent of
Chairman Jones’ bill, and I wish the subcommittee good luck in
pursuing the current status of marine safety issues and applicabl
regulatory programs.

I look forward to working with you, Mr. Studds, the chairman of
the Coast Guard Subcommittee, and with you, Mr. Jones.

[The bill and OMB comments follow:]
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To promote maritime safety on the high seas and navigable waters of the United
States, and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JunE 30, 1983

Mr. JoNEs of North Carolina introduced the following bill; which was referred to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries

A BILL

To promote maritime safety on the high seas and navigable
waters of the United States, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That this Act may be cited as the “Maritime Safety Act of
1983".

VESSEL OFERATIONS WITHOUT CERTIFICATE OF

S B W D

INSPECTION

T SEc. 2. (a)(1) The owner, agent of the owner, or man-
8 aging operator of a vessel required to be inspected by the
9 Coast Guard under a statute of the United States, shall

10 submit to the Secretary of the department in which the Coast
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Guard is operating, not later than sixty days before the cur-
rent certificate of inspection\of the vessel expires, a request
for inspection for certification or a notice that the vessel will
not be operated so as to require an inspection.

(2) A person violating subsection (a)(1) is liable to the
United States Government for a civil penalty of not more
than $1,000.

(0)(1) Unless otherwise provided by law, the owner,
agent of the owner, or managing operator of a vessel required
to be inspected by the Coast Guard under any statute of the
United States found by the Secretary to have knowingly op-
erated a vessel that does not have a required certificate of
inspection is liable to the Government for a civil penalty of
not more than $10,000 for each day in violation.

(2) The Secretary may direct the owner, agent of the
owner, managing operator, or individual in charge of any
vessel that does not have a required certificate of inspection
to have the vessel return to mooring and remain theré until a ‘
certificate of inspeption is issued or to take whatever immedi-
ate steps are necessary for the safety of the vessel, those on
board the vessel, or the environment. An owner, agent of the
owner, mﬁnaging operator, or individual in charge who fails
to comply with a direction issued by the Secretary under this
subsection is liable to the Government for a civil penalty of

not more than $10,000 for each day in violation.

HR 3486 IH
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(c) Before the Secretary may assess and collect a civil
penalty for violatian of subsections (a) and (b) of this section,
the Secretary shall give the person notice of and an opportu-
nity for a hearing on the charge. The Secretary may remit,
mitigate, or compromise any penalty until the matter is re-
ferred to the Attorney Gteneral. If a person against whom a
civil penalty is assessed fails to pay that penalty, an action
may be commenced in the district court of the United States
for any district in which the violation occurs.

(d)(1) Section 5 of the Act entitled ““An Act to require
the inspection and certification of certain vessels carrying
passengers”’, enacted May 10, 1956 (70 Stat. 153, 46 U.S.C.
390d), is amended in subsection (a) by striking out ‘“‘shall be
liable to the United States in a penalty of not more than
$1,000 for each such violation,” and inserting in lieu thereof
“‘is liable to the United States Government for a civil penalty
of not more than $5,000 for each day in violation,” and is
amended in subsection (b) by striking out “shall be liable to a
civil penalty of not more than $1,000.”, and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘is liable to the United States Government for a civil
penalty of not more than $5,000 for each day in violation.”.

(2) Section 13 of the Act entitled “An Act to amend the
laws relating to navigation, and for other purposes”, enacted
May 28, 1908 (46 U.S.C. 398; 35 Stat. 428), is amended by
striking out ‘‘shall be liable to a penalty of $500 for each

. HR 3486 IH
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offense’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘is liable to the United
States Government for a civil penalty of not more than
$5,000 for each day in violation.”.

(8) Section 4499 of the Revised Statutes of the United
States (46 U.S.C. 497) is amended in the first sentence by
striking out “shall be liable to the United States in a penalty
of $500 for each offense, one-half for the use of the inform-
er,” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘is liable to the United
States Government for a civil penalty of not more than
$5,000 for each day in violation, and”’.

(4) Section 4500 of the Revised Statutes of the United
States (46 U.S.C. 498) is amended by striking out “‘shall be a
fine of $500, recoverable one-half for the use of the inform-
er” and inserting in lieu thereof “shall be a civil penalty of
not more than $5,000 for each day in violation. The penalty
shall be assessed by the Secretary of the department in which
the Coast Guard is operating’’.

(5) Section 1307(d) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936
(46 U.S.C. 1295f(d)), is amended by striking out ‘“‘shall be
fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned for not more than
one year, or both, for each offense’ and insert in lieu thereof
“is liable to the United States Government for a civil penalty

of not more than $10,000 for each violation of this section.”.

HR 3486 IH
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VESSEL OWNER REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

SEc. 3. (a) The Act entitled “An Act to provide for the
establishment of life-saving stations and houses of refuge
upon the sea and lake coasts of the United States, and to
promote the efficiency of the life-saving service”’, enacted
June 20, 1874, is amended—

(1) by striking out sections 11 and 12 (33 U.S.C.
362-363) and inserting in lieu thereof the following
new section:

“Sec. 11. (a)(1) When the owner, agent of the owner,
or managing operator of any vessel of the United States has
reason to believe (because of lack of communication with or
nonappearance of the vessel or any other incident) that the
vessel may have been lost or imperiled the owner, agent of
the owner, or managing operator shall immediately notify the
Coast Guard.

“(2) When more than forty-eight hours have elapsed
since the owner, agent of an owner, or managing operator of
a vessel, required to report to the United States Flag Mer-
chant Vessel Location Filing System under the authority of
section 212(a) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, last re-
ceived a communication from the vessel the owner, agent of
the owner, or managing operator shall immedia.tely notify the

Coast Guard.

HR 3486 IH
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“(8) An owner, agent of the owner, or managing opera-
tor that notifies the Coast Guard under paragraph (1) or (2)
shall include a statement of the name and official number of
the vessel and any additional information requested by the
Coast Guard. The owner, agent of the owner, or managing
operator shall also send written confirmation within twenty-
four hours of notification to the Coast Guard.

“(b) .Any owner, agent of the owner, or managing oper-
ator who violates subsection (a) is liable to the United States
Government for a civil penalty of not more than $5,000 for
each day in violation.

“(c)(1) The master of a vessel of the United States, re-
quired to report to the United States Flag Merchant Vessel
Location Filing System under the authority of section 212(a)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, shall report to the owner,
agent of the owner, or managing operator at least once every
forty-eight hours.

“(2) A master who violates paragraph (1) of this subsec-
tion is liable to the United States Government for a civil
penalty of not more than $1,000 for each day in violation.

“(d) After notice and an opportunity for hearing, a
person found, by the Secretary of the department in which
the Coast Guard is operating, to have violated a part of this
section or a regulation prescribed under this section is liable

to the United States Government for the civil penalties im-

HR 3486 IH
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posed under this section. The amount of the civil penalty
shall be assessed by the Secretary, by written notice. In de-
termining the amount of the penalty, the Secretary shall con-
sider the nature, circumstances, size of vessel, extent, and
gravity of the prohibited acts committed and, with respect to
the violator, the degree of culpability, any history of prior
offenses, ability to pay, and other matters as justice requires.

The Secretary may compromise, modify, remit, or mitigate a

cooo«:‘c:m.&-ww

civil penalty imposed under this section until the assessment

is referred to the Attorney Gereral. If a person fails to pay

p— b
- O

an assessment of a civil penalty after it has become final, the
12 Secretary may refer the matter to the Attorney General for
13—collection in an appropriate district court of the United
14 States.

15 “(e) The Secretary may prescribe regulations to carry
16 out this section.”.

17 (b) Section 15 of the Act entitled “An Act to promote
18 the welfare of American seamen in the merchant marine of
19 the United States; to abolish arrest and imprisonment as a
20 penalty for desertion and to secﬁ;e the abrogation of treaty
21 provisions in relation thereto; and to promote safety at sea’”

22 enacied March 4, 1915 (33 U.S.C. 365), is amended by in-

23 serting “operator,” after “‘owner,”.

HR 3486 IH
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(c)(1) Section 502 of the Merchant Marine Aect, 1936

(46 U.S.C. 1152), is amended by adding at the end of subsec-
tion (i) the following new subsection:

“(j) To the extent provided in advance by appropriations
acts, the Secretary of Transportation may enter into an
agreement with the owner of a United States vessel of more
than one thousand gross tons that is engaged in foreign com-
merce to provide for not more than 50 per centum of the cost
of the purchase and installation of a marine satellite telecom-
munications system.”’.

(2) There are authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary of Transportation $5,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1985, and $5,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1986, to carry out section 502(j)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (as provided in this sub-
section).

LICENSED PERSONNEL ACCIDENTS

SEc. 4. The first sentence of section 4450(d) of the Re-
vised Statutes of the United States (46 U.S.C. 239(d)) is
amended to read, “All acts in violation of any of the provi-
sions of title 52 of the Revised Statutes or of any of the
regulations issued thereunder, whether or not committed in
connection with any marine casualty or accident, and all acts
of marine incompetency or misconduct, whether or not com-

mitted in connection with any marine casualty or accident,

HR 3486 IH
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committed by any person licensed or certificated by the Coast
Guard, and all marine casualties and accidents and the
attendant circumstances shall be immediately investigated as
provided in subsections (a) and {b) of this section.”.

©)
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November 10, 1983
(House)

H.R. 3486 - Maritime Safety Act of 1983
: (Jones {D) North Carolina)

The Administration. has no objecticn to House passage of
H.R. 3486, but will seek amendments in the Senate.

* k *k Rk K

Mr. Stupps. Thank you. Are there other members who wish to
make statements? Very well. Our first witness is Rear Adm. Clyde
Lusk, l?hilff of the Office of Merchant Marine Safety. Admiral, wel-
come back.

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. CLYDE T. LUSK, JR., CHIEF, OFFICE
-OF MERCHANT MARINE SAFETY, U.S. COAST GUARD

Admiral Lusk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Stupps. Good morning. You are on your own.

Admiral Lusk. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Chairman, I am Rear Admiral Clyde T. Lusk, Jr., Chief of
the Office of Merchant Marine Safety, U.S. Coast Guard headquar-
ters. Merchant marine safety is a fundamental goal of the Coast
Guard and the Department of Transportation. As Director of the
Coast Guard’s commercial vessel safety program, I am most
pleased to appear before you to address this subject of mutual in-
terest.

Merchant marine safety, as we use the term, encompasses the
implementation of a broad range of statutes and international con-
ventions which, to a degree, regulate the contruction, manning, in-
spection, admeasurement and documentation of certain merchant
vessels as well as the licensing of their personnel.

Such implementation will be easier, more uniform, and better
understood upon much needed passage of the revision to title XLVI
of the United States Code which is now before Congress. Simulta-
neous ongoing effort to review and update implementing regula-
tions and to publish long-standing internal interpretations and
policies are complementing the statutory revision effort and will
improve the effectiveness and acceptance of the program.

e merchant marine safety program has few material resources
and has traditionally been quite personnel intensive. We have tried
of late to reduce that personnel intensiveness where possible
wtlgi).ut loss of effectiveness or inordinate adverse impact on the
public.

Such efforts have involved all major components of the program
and include some delegations to third parties; reductions from 49
licensing offices to 17 regional examination centers; new vessel doc-
umentation regulations, documentation computerization, and a re-
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duction from 108 to 15 regional documentation offices; an altered
approach to casualty investigation; increased acceptance of recog-
nized industry standards in lieu of detailed Federal regulations;
and changes in our plan review and overseas new vessel inspection
program. Public acceptance of these changes has generally been
good, with most expressions of concern apparently being the result
of a misunderstanding of our intent.

We are pleased with progress made toward improved training of
our inspection personnel and are finally in sight of our long-await-
ed marine safety inspection system. Qur international efforts have
been primarily responsible for the adoption on June 17 by the In-
ternational Maritime Organization in London of the second set of
amendments to the Safety of Life at Sea Convention of 1974,

These amendments will greatly increase world merchant vessel
safety, with primary emphasis on lifesaving equipment, and will
significantly reduce the disparity between U.S. safety requirements
and those of our trading partners. With implementation of those
amendments there will be virtually no difference between the foun-
dation of our safety construction and equipment regime and that of
the rest of the world. We consider our international involvements
to be particularly successful. '

I hope I have briefly painted a picture of a program that is up-
dating its regulatory approaches, increasing its cost effectiveness,
implementing all of your mandates, and achieving the U.S. goals in
the international arena. We think that is the case, but we are not
without problems.

Casualties still occur and most represent a failure of our system.
Each is investigated to determine cause and responsibility in the
hope that repetition can be avoided through better engineering, in-
spection, training, licensing, or enforcement—but the issue is very
frustrating. The marine environment is harsh, hostile, and seldom
forgiving, and we have the difficult responsibility of assuring safety
while simultaneously avoiding overregulation and assuring favora-
ble regulatory cost benefits.

It is little consolation to the injured or to the loved ones of those
lost to suggest that casualties will always be a part of the work-
place at sea, yet such may well be the case. That is our primary
frustration.

Vessel aging brings with it increased requirements for mainte-
nance, problems in obtaining spare parts, and different inspection
emphasis—and our fleet is relatively old. To give some perspective
in this regard, consider that 38 percent of the U.S. fleet over 500
gross tons is 30 years old or older, while only 0.2 percent of the
world’s largest fleet, that of Liberia, is of such vintage.

While we are attempting to determine any correlation between
age and casualties and are continuing our attempts to assure
proper inspection of a vessel despite her age, it is obvious from the
small amount of new construction that the average age of our fleet
may well continue to creep upward.

at this means is that many of our ships are operating with
safety technology and construction techniques that are over three
decades old. Casualties, however, run the gamut from new to old
vessels and most old vessels continue to operate with excellent
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safety records—a combination of circumstances that suggests the
complexity of the problem that we face.

The Marine Electric was 39 years old when she sank off the Vir-
ginia Capes on February 12, 1983; and the Ocean Ranger, a state-of-
the-art semisubmersible that was fitted with the most sophisticated
of lifesaving uipment, was but 6 years old when she sank on Feb-
ruary 15, off of Nova Scotia.

How well are we doing? The determination of safety benefits is
difﬁgz}it because of the necessity to measure an event tgat has been
avoided.

All of the various gauges that are utilized to evaluate program
effectivneess suffer from a certain arbitrariness and uncertainty.
Direct effects are more easily measured than general environmen-
tal degradation. To some degree, our effectiveness depends upon
the statistician who determines it.

For example, between 1976 and 1980 the loss rate for the U.S.
fleet was approxmiately 5 vessels per 1,000 when looking at vessels
100 gross tons and above. If, instead, one examines losses for ves-
sels greater than 500 gross tons, the rate was 2.4 vessels per 1,000,
a significant difference, We are able to look at the program in
terms of relative effectiveness when compared to other fleets.

But here too, even excluding differences in fleet age, one should
be aware of the subtleties which can exist and the limiting param-
eters which are used in making comparisons. For example, 77 per-
cent of the U.S. self-propelled fleet but only 2.6 percent of Liberia’s
fleet is less than 500 gross tons.

Data from Lloyd’s Register of Shipping gave us the means to
compare loss rates for vessels 500 gross tons and over during the
1979-80 period for 8 maritime nations. That data showed a world
average of approximately 6.5 vessels lost per 1,000 and a range of
losses which went from Panama at approximately 19 losses per
1,000 and Greece with approximatelg 5 losses per 1,000 to Norway
at approximately 0.5 losses per 1,000 and the United States at ap-
proximately 2 losses per 1,000. Although, as I mentioned, statistics
can be deceiving, our inspected fleet is simultaneously old and very
safe in comparison with the fleets of the world.

Mr. Chairman, I do not suggest that the Coast Guard’s merchant
marine safety program has met all of its challenges, but we are
facing them head on.

As Secretary Dole said in a recent speech, “One thing that must
not change is our unabiding respect for human life and the need
for safety. Maritime safety is very much a part of the all-out, all-
modes effort of the Department of Transportation to make trans-
portation safer.

“As Secretary of Transportation I have no higher calling than to
make transportation safer.” The Coast Guard is {ully committed to
that view and welcomes the opportunity to discuss our program
with you today. ‘

Mr. Stupps. Thank you very much, Admiral. What is the current
status of the Marine Board investigation hearing into the sinking
of the Marine Electric?

Admiral Lusk. The Marine Electric investigation has convened a
number of times, sir, and is to reconvene, I believe, on Monday
down in Portsmouth, to get some additional evidence. Of course,
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the report won’t be in until some time subsequent to that recon-
vening.

Mr. Stupbps. From 1980 until the time of her sinking, what was
the Coast Guard inspection history with regard to the Marine Elec-
tric? There is no need for precision, or great precision, on that. You
can sketch it for us.

Admiral Lusk. I do have some indications of the inspections that
she had. She was drydocked in December 1980 at Providence, R.I.
In June 1981 she received an inspection for certification; that is
what we call our biennial inspection, sir. On July 2, 1981, she re-
ceived a special inspection at Providence. That was an underwater
examination of the hull that followed an alleged grounding. It
turned out that there were only paint abrasions. In December 1981
there was a boarding at Providence. December 1981, another board-
ing. These are boardings by our Marine Safety Office. In January
1982 there was a hydrostatic test of the boiler at Hampton Roads,
no deficiencies.

February 1982, the vessel was boarded by our marine safet
people at Baltimore. March 1982, again in Philadelphia. June 1982,
she was given the midperiod inspection, that is, the inspection that
falls between the 10th and the 14th month of our biennial period,
gir, at Providence, R.I. N

In November 1982 she was boarded at Providence, and in Decem-
ber 1982 she was given a special inspection as a consequence of the
owners’ request for an extension of drydock. That was performed at
Providence, and 1 helieve that is all.

Mr. Stupps. That sounds very extensive. From the point of view
of marine safety, is it important that a merchant vessel possess
cargo hold hatch covers that are watertight?

Admiral Lusk. Yes, sir. The word that we use, sir, is weather-
tight, not watertight.

Mr. Stupps. Is it a legal requirement that hatch covers are
weathertight?

Admiral Lusk. This appears in the load convention as well as in
the regulations.

Mr. Stupps. Then by what mechanism or by what sanction does
the Coast Guard enforce that requirement?

Admiral Lusk. The Coast Guard enforces it by looking at the
hatch covers. Let me say that there are four or five mechanisms,
sir, that overlap:

One, the Coast Guard inspector does have the burden of assuring
that the hatchcovers are weathertight. .

Two, we have delegated to the American Bureau of Shipping re-
sponsibility for load line enforcement, and the load line enforce-
ment includes a responsibility for openings and closings of the
vessel, and that incudes the hatches.

Three, the master has a specific requirement in the regulations
to assure that those pieces of equipment are adequate.

Four, there is a statutory requirement that all officers, all li-
censed offices in the merchant marine, take note of any deficien-
cies, and advise us. That is the combination, sir.

Mr. Stupbps. During the period from 1980 until the sinking, did
any Coast Guard inspection report site deficiencies in the condition
of the hatch covers of the Marine Electric?
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Admiral Lusk. I am not aware of any that did, sir.

Mr. Stupps. Did the Coast Guard during that period ever order
or witness repairs in the hatch covers?

Admiral Lusk. To the best of my knowledge, from the record
that I have seen, I know of no such witnessing of repairs.

Mr. Stupps. Admiral, I have one final question, and I want to
apologize in advance to you and to the members. I am going to ask
you to comment on a fairly lengthy set of observations which I am
going to cite to you.

The Coast Guard conducted an inspection for certification in July
of 1981 on the Marine Electric. The chief warrant officer who did
the inspection was conducting his first solo inspection of a deep
draft vessel. He said he had previously accompanied other inspec-
tors while examining two or three tankers.

He said that he previously examined cargo hatchcovers one or
two times in company with another inspector. The inspector could
not recall whether the hatch covers were open or closed during the
inspection, so he did not know whether he had actually seen the
surface of the covers. The inspector estimated that he spent 30 or
45 minutes looking at them, but he doesn’t recall noting any dou-
bler plates or distortions in the hatch covers. He said that the con-
dition of the covers would have been acceptable.

He admitted that he never saw the covers closed, and therefore
had no reason to know whether the covers were weathertight. He
said he was unfamiliar with the characteristics of McGregor hatch
covers because he had never seen them before, but he claimed to
have seen no holes in the panels.

A company examination of the hatch covers in cargo holds 5
weeks later found more than 50 holes, various areas of wastage,
deiiltiimg, fractured pipes, leaks, warped panels, and fractured
wheels. :

On the surface, these facts would seem to raise some serious
questions about the adequacy of training provided the Coast Guard
inspectors, about the experience of Coast Guard inspectors, and the
competence of at least this particular inspector. On the surface at
least it would seem that he neither knew what he was looking for
nor how to go about conducting an inspection of the hatch covers,
and one fears possibly the rest of the ship as well.

The mid-period Coast Guard inspection conducted in June 1982
was performed by an officer who had never before inspected a
vessel with hatch covers, and who had never been told how to in-
spect them. The hatches were open and he said he paid little atten-
tion to the covers. That same inspector boarded the vessel 6
months later to decide whether to OK the Marine Electric for a
delay in its scheduled drydock inspection.

Once again he didn’t notice the hatch covers. He did inspect and
approve the lifeboats, one of which was recovered after the sinking,
and which showed a heavy buildup of corrosion, weak plates, roll
locks which would not fit, a missing life line, and part of a missing
grab rail. As a result of his examination, the scheduled drydock of
the Marine Electric was delayed from February until April. Unfor-
tunately, as we know, the vessel never made it to April.

1 wonder, Admiral, if you would care to comment about all of
this, and offer us the perspective of the Coast Guard on this.
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Admiral Lusk. Well, sir, on the surface it certainly does appear
as though our inspector could have done a better job. I don’t know
the man, but it certainly does appear as though he could have been
a lot more attentive to the hatch cover inspections. I wouldn’t have
expected the inspector who did the inspection incident to the dry-
dock extension to have paid much attention to hatch covers, be-
cause that is typically not what we look for when we go down to do
an inspection incident to an extension of a drydock. However, the
inspector should have spent more time, should have been more
knowledieable about hatch covers.

It might well be, sir, that in a port such as this in Providence, a
relatively small port, it might well be that they were for some
reason strapped for personnel. It might well be that the inspector
was glacing too great a reliance Il\xdpon the delegations that we made
to ABS, and he might well also, Mr. Chairman, have been placing a
bit too much reliance on the somewhat logical position that the
owner might well be carrying out his responsibilities, particularly
in such areas as hatch covers, because these are the sorts of things.
I would expect to find owners doing properly, trying to keep their
cargo dry. But it does look as though our inspector did less than a
perfect job, and I can’t argue.

Mr. Stubps. The gentleman from North Carolina, the chairman
of the committee.

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral, I have several questions. Section 2 of H.R. 3486 pro-
vides that the vessel owner, agent, or operator is responsible for no-
tifying the Coast Guard at least 60 days before the vessel’s certifi-
cate of inspection expires. This would be a legal requirement
backed by a civil penalty, and it is intended to discourage owners,
agents, or operators from allowing inspection certificates to expire.

How does the Coast Guard view this measure as opposed to the
current sgstem which is not specific as to who is responsible for no-
tification?

Admiral Lusk. Mr. Chairman, I think that would provide a much
desired degree of clarification. Certainly many owners, I would say
most owners, understand the situation now, but that clarification
would certainly do a lot of good, sir, and the penalties that are pro-
vided would certainly encourage compliance. We view it with favor,
sir.

Mr. Jongs. Thank you, Admiral.

Can you give us an indication of the extent to which inspection
certificates are allowed to expire by vessel owners?

Admiral Lusk. As a general rule it doesn’t happen too often, sir.
It happens frequently if we are talking about a barge fleet, for in-
stance, not to suggest that expirations of certificategs on barges are
unimportant, but sometimes when we have a rather large barge
fleet, the owner will allow a few vessels, as he would frequent K
say, to drop through the cracks. It doesn’t happen often enoug
that I can say it is frequent, but it happens often enough to be dis-
turbing, sir.

Mr. JonEes. In such cases, what has been the Coast Guard’s gen-
eral course of action?

Admiral Lusk. As an officer in charge of marine inspection in
the past, my typical reaction was to recommend to the District
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Commander that an administrative penalty be assessed. If, howev-
er, we had a vessel that was a manned vessel, maybe a small pas-
senger vessel, rather than assessing a penalty, we might recom-
mend that charges be preferred against the master of the vessel
who was sailing it before an Administrative Law Judge, sir.

Mr. JoNES. Perhaps you have answered this next question. Does
the Coast Guard ever remove a master’s license for operating a
vessel without an inspection certificate?

Admiral Lusk. Yes, sir. That typically will happen in the small
passenger vessel category. You have a lot of owner-operator situa-
tions, and frequently we will assess, or rather we will recommend
thali;ll action be taken against the license rather than administrative
penalty.

Mr. JonNEs. Admiral, considering that atmospheric is offered as
the primary reason for vessels outfitted with radio comimunications
not recording, and considering the communications equipment can
occasionally malfunction, how would the Coast Guard deal with the
problem of determining when the master has been at fault for not
reporting as required by section 3(a) of H.R. 3486?

Admiral Lusk. As I understand it, sir, and the operations pro-
gram is not part of my responsibility, but as I understand it, there
is some concern within the Coast Guard that the reporting require-
ment, particularly in view of the equipment that is out there now,
the radio equipment that is out there now, could possibly cause
such a plethora of reports to come in that might oversaturate our
search and rescue capability. We might have a lot of vessels that
were being reported as not having been in communications which
had communications difficulties and which were not real}y in trou-
ble, and we would be diverting our resources to try to find them,
possibly at the expense of not having the resources to find someone
in true need. My answer ties into the adequacies of the communica-
tions system itself, sir.

Mr. Jones. As I understand it, the MSIS vessel inspection
module is being desi%ned so that the system will be capable of iden-
tifying vessels due for various Coast Guard inspections and that
the system will be able to bring a hard copy document which will
outline Tﬁrevious inspection information including any problem
areas. This will obviously improve the current paper file system
and should improve the efficiency of the Coast Guard marine in-
spection.

Will the MSIS system automatically isolate vessels which are
due for inspection, giving the Coast Guard a chance to notify vessel
owqerg that their inspection certificate has expired or is about to
expire?

Admiral Lusk. Yes, sir, it will do that. We view the MSIS system
as something that will totally revolutionize our ability in this area,
sir. We have been working on this, to my knowledge, for at least 9
years, but it will have the feature that you describe, sir, and we
will be able to make those notifications.

Mr. Jongs. Finally, Admiral, I understand the Coast Guard is
currently working with the Maritime Administration in the devel-
opment of a rulemaking intended to merge the AMVER/USMER
vessel location system. When is the system expected to become
operational?
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I also understand the Coast Guard has considered designing the
new system so0 it would be capable of automatically identifying ves-
sels which failed to report over 48 hours. Can we expect this capa-
bility to be built into the new system, and what is the Coast
Guard’s primary concerns regarding this idea, if any?

Admiral Lusk. Sir, this again is a bit beyond my program area,
so I don’t have really a complete answer for you, but the Coast
Guard has been working with MARAD and did sign a memoran-
dum of understanding with them relative to the change of the
USMER and the AMVER systems. That combination is supposed to
go into effect on the first of August of this year. The memorandum
has been signed and the system should be going, the combination,
as of the first of August.

The Coast Guard has also been conducting a study such as you
suggest. There are some problems relative to funding, relative to
funding and programing, sir, and I don’t believe that they have
progressed sufficiently to the point where they have identified all
of the problems or the funds that will be necessary. But I can pro-
vide a more complete report for you for the record, sir, but that is
as much as I have. ‘

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Admiral. I appreciate it, and thank you
for your answers. I yield back.

Ir. StuppS. The gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. Young. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral, I just have two questions following my opening state-
ment. I don’t 'know that we can pass any laws that will make any
vessel safe just because the Coast Guard is involved in it. I just
want to know what are you doing about the responsibilities dele-
gated to the American Bureau of Shipping or any other primary
organizations for inspection authority?

I think one of the weaknesses that the Coast Guard has had is
the turnover of inspectors, and I speak with some experience. As
you know, you have an inspection 1 month, then 3 months later
another inspection, and it will be a different finding by the Coast
Guard. That is not a healthy situation. Are you proceeding with
your delegation process? Just give me a breakdown on that.

Admiral Lusk. Yes, sir. The problom of turnover is one that has
caused us a lot of distress too, because it is more than just turn-
over. It is one that bears on such things as training and the basic
adequacies of our staff out there.

We have tried in the last 2 years to do quite a few things to
change that, sir. First of all, we tried to increase the stability, the
length of our tours of people, and Admiral Gracey has authorized
and we are now on a 4-year rather than a 3-year rotation for our
people, and we are trying, at least I am trying, to get a fifth-year if
possible. So, we have greatly increased our ability in that fashion.

Second, we have tried to cut down the number of people in our
training pool. I mentioned in our opening statement that I thought
we were overly manpower intensive. We are doing an awful lot of
things that required an awful lot of training of our people that I
thought we could probably delegate out, and so we have done a cer-
tain amount of things to reduce manpower intensiveness, and we
have taken several hundred people cut of my staff of inspectors,



22

several hundred people I do not have to train anymore, and we
have done that in a number of ways.

One, the consolidations of our licensing offices, the consolidation
of our documentation offices, a change to our proceedings for inves-
tigation, and of course the delegations to the American Bureau of
Shipping. We do plan on havin¥l more delegations to the American
Bureau of Shipping. We have had three within the past, I would
sa%24 months.

e have another one that I have been working with, Mr. John-
ston, the president of ABS, on a further delegation in the area of
stability associated with loadlines. They have loadline responsibili-
ty from us and have for many years, but they have never had the
s}tlability determinations associated with that. We are giving them
that.

And then there is an additional delegation that we are planning
that will give them more in the area of new construction.

Now as we have been able to give them more, we have been able
to reduce the number of our staff, and as the final point, of course,
we are trying to change our training program, and I just received
the authority of the commandant recently to change the training
program of the officers stationed in a particular office.

We have heretofore tried to train all of them during their first 3-
or 4-year tour, as investigators, licensors, inspectors, and the like,
and now we are going to concentrate instead and allow more. spe-
cialization.

Mr. YouncG. Admiral, this is well and good. Again, I have been
one to believe that you can do what you have been attempting to
do through the private sector, where you have continuous bonded
inspectors knowing the ship. I think that is crucially important. As
the ship is being used, you can watch deterioration, what hasn’t
been done, and what should have been done.

I am following through a little on Mr. Jones’ bill. I believe he has
suggested that the captain have a little more responsibility. I,
myself, as a captain, would have never probably ever taken the
ship that went down to sea, if everything said is true, if the hatch-
es weren’t properly sealed, if they were not in place, regardless of
the inspection. I can’t imagine the captain doing that.

A captain of an aircraft has total say-so whether he should take
off or should not take off. No one commands the aircraft but the
captain, not the control tower, not the owner. If he decides that the
craft is unairworthy, it doesn’t fly, and I think the captain has a
responsibility as well as the crew, and I am going back through the
history of the Marine Electric.

I got word the crew was in the galley drinking coffee. It terribly
disturbs me that a ship would sail with apparently the unseaworth-
iness that did occur without somebody being responsible other than
the Coast Guard. We could have had all the laws in the world, and
. that ship would probably have still sunk. I don’t know whether the
chairman'’s bill will solve these problems, but there have to be
othe}xl' responsibilities to the crew and to the captain. Just comment
on this.

Admiral Lusk. Yes, sir. First of all, I certainly do agree with
your statement, but I would like to point out that the captain has a
very high responsibility that he gets in several places.
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First of all, it is inherent, it should be bred into them, but we
also have a specific requirement in the regulations that indicates
certain things that the master of the vessel has to do, and among
the things that he has to do are included the assurance that the
vessel is seaworthy and fit for the service and route in compliance
witg the certificate of inspection. That is all in the regulations al-
ready.

Mr. Youna. Pardon me, he did not do that apparently.

Admiral Lusk. He apparently did not, no, sir. Well, let’s say that
the facts as we have had them described suggest that he might not.

Second, we do have a specific statutory requirement that puts
upon all officers, and this includes the captain, of course, a require-
ment to assist the Coast Guard in their examinations. This is sec-
tion 234, title XLVI, United States Code, sir, to assist the Coast
Guard in their examination of vessels to which such licensed offi-
cers belong, and point out all defects and imperfections known to
them in the hull, equipment boiler, and machinery of the vessel.

Now a very great problem that is bothering me relative to the
Marine Electric is statements that I read in the press relative to,
and I haven’t examined the transcript and the case isn’t in yet, but
relative to officers who have suggested that they didn’t point out
defects that they knew to exist on the Marine Electric, because of
the economic situation,

They were apparently apprehensive, at least from what I read,
they were apparently apprehensive that the Coast Guard would re-
quire repairs to be made and that the financial situation of the
vessel was such that the vessel might be laid up, and that the situ-
ation of jobs in the merchant marine was such that they might not
get another job. So as a result, according to the news, they had in-
dicated that they didn't tell us.

Now we depend very greatly on people telling us those things,
sir, and my growing up in this system and all the tours that I have
had in commercial vessel safety has led me to rely very heavily
upon the cooperation of the master and upon the cooperation of the
licensed officers. We do our best, but we really do a form of spot
check. We can’t during our inspections with the manpower we
have say we have looked at every weld or that we have done non-
destructive testing to assure that the vessel won’t sink. We place a
very, very great reliability upon the officers exercising their re-
sponsibility.

If the economy has caused a change in that system, sir, then we
are indeed in trouble, and that is causing me a lot of concern right
now.

Mr. Young. What happens—and it goes back to the continuity of
the inspector—once the ship is overhauled and it is inspected say
from top to bottom with the cooperation of the master, in the case
of the Marine Electric, that some of the pumps were inaccessible I
believe, bilge pumps and things that could relieve some of the pres-
sure were sealed off. That was a known fact.

Once they find these things out, and the vessel can be ins]pected
by the same individual who knows what he is looking for, relies on
the captain or the engineer, whoever may be involved, and builds
up a history of the weakness of the vessel, and then say after 4
years he is transferred, he could move that on to someone else, so
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we know basically what to look for in any inspection and make the
captain more responsible.

I think there ought to be a risk of a civil penalty or criminal lia-
bility where he has the possibility of losing his license. I think he
would do a much better job, regardless of the economics, because if
we found out he had fudged on his reporting and his license wonld
be suspended for a period of time, he would be more willing to co-
operate.

Maybe I am being a little rough here, but I suggest it is the only
way we will ever be able to enforce the law. There has to be that
two-way street, because you can’t know everything wrong with that
vessel, if you inspect it without continuity. If you go on board a
vessel; myself, if I went on board a vessel; ang didn’t know any-
thing about it, it would take a month to find all the weaknesses on
the vessel, if not told where the weaknesses were.

It is just an impossibility. I think we are on the same wave
length, and I hope the bill that Mr. Jones is proposing can solve
some of these problems, not only giving you responsibility or the
private sector, but it has to go to the owner of the vessel and
main’IIY the captain, the first mate, second mate right on down the
line. They have a responsibility to themselves as well.

I have no further questions, Admiral. I think that these are my
own personal feelings as to what should be done.

Admiral Lusk. If I could make a comment, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Stupps. Go ahead.

Admiral Lusk. We haven’t had any problems in my experience
with getting the cooperation of the licensed officers. We have relied
upon that. This is the first time I have experienced this phenom-
enon, and I certainly hope it is the last.

Relative to the continuity of inspections from our point of view,
we feel that we have been sadly lacking for many, many years in
our ability to keep track properly of the true ‘condition of the
vessel, not only the true condition of a vessel, but the problems:
that have been associated with vessels of her class, which may or
may not be manifested in her, and also the problems associated
“iith major components not only of vessels of that class but other
classes.

Now one of the things that was in our mind when we first came
up with the concept of th2 marine safety information system was
to solve this problem. W2 have gone a little bit further than this,
but back in 1972-73 we were keeping all of the inspection records
in the files of the office: where the vessel was inspected. There was
no way where a vessel that came into New York, for instance,
which had previously been inspected in Los Angeles, there was no
way with the full inspection files that the full inspection files
would be made available to the inspector in New York.

Now the marine safety information system is going to have in its
data bank all of the information that we have about the vessel, the
sisters to the vessel, and the major components of the vessel. When
the inspector finds out that he is going to be inspecting the vessel,
he asks the computer. He gets a number of screens and he can get
a taFed copy, and he sees what the experience has been.

Of course, this information will also be available, since it is
public information, it will also be available to the owner, so it
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might well be that this system will provide the mechanism that
you are seeking and that we are seeking, sir.

Mr. YouNng. I thanik you. With modern technology, it seems that
way we can have instant recall of say the history of the individual

- ——vessel, the same ty{)e, et cetera, and apparent weaknesses, the lon-
gevity of the vessel. I think it can be done. I don’t think it is an
impossibility. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Stupbps. The gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. HuGHEes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Admiral.

Let me, if I might, just follow up on a similar line of questioning
to that of my colleague from Alaska. What is the status of the
marine safety information system now? Is it fully operational?

Admiral Lusk. No, sir, it is not. It is one that probably has given
me as many of the white hairs in my head as anything else has. It
has been very difficult to bring on line the whole MSIS system, but
we are now getting into the final stages of it. Vessel documentation
module should go on line in November 1983. The port safety
module will go on line in December of this year also.

Vessel inspection itself, which is one of the big ones, goes on line
in May of next year. We expect to have the remainder of it, and
that includes plan review, pollution control, construction, vessel
casualty and violations on line subsequent to that and finished by
the spring of 1985.

Mr. HuGHES. So you do have the hardware.

Admiral Lusk. Yes, sir, we have the hardware.

Mr. HugHEs. The software has been developed for the program.

Admiral Lusk. Yes, sir. We have most of the software. We have
all of the hardware. The software for several of the modules is fully
developed, and part of the system is in virtual nationwide oper-
ation, and much of it is operational in a prototype. -

Mr. HucgHes. So if, for instance, an inspection is to be pulled in
New Orleans, the system can pull records out of Philadelphia or
elsewhere throughout the country and utilize that in connection
with an u{)coming inspection.

Admiral Lusk. This is the way it will be done. Right now we do
have most of the information in the inspection area in New Or-
leans, but we do not have it in Philadelphia.

Mr. HucHes. But it will be a nationwide system.

ﬁdmiral Lusk. Oh, yes.

r. HuGgHEs. That seems to be major progress.

Let me ask you about what is happening to the fleet. As I under-
stand the statistics, this Nation has three times the number of
older vintage vessels than any other maritime nation. In fact, as I
understand it, the average major maritime nation only has about 2
percent of their vessels over 30 years whereas our country’s vessels
over 30 years runs about 20 percent of the fleet. Is that the case?

Admiral Lusk. I think ours is probably higher than that if you
use—it depends, of course, on the size of the vessel that you use.

Mr. HuGHEs. Do your figures show that that is not accurate?

Admiral Lusk. I do have some rather sophisticated figures, more
sophisticated figures than I have here that I will be glad to provide
to the committee, but essentially my figures show that 38 percent
of the U.S. fleet over 500 gross tons is 30 years old or older.

Mr. HucGHes. Thirty-eight percent.
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Admiral Lusk. I have 38 percent 30 years old or clder.

Mr. HucHEes. How does that compare with the world average?

Admiral Lusk. I am not sure; I don’t think I have those figures
with me.

Mr. HuagHEes. Can you supply those for the record? I have some
figures that would indicate the world average is about 2.4 percent,
but I am not sure what tonnage we are talking about, that are over
30 years of age. Would you supply that information for the record?

Admiral Lusk. Yes, sir; I certainly will.

[The information was not received in time for printing.]

Mr. HugHEs. In the last 4 years, Admiral, the commercial vessel
safety program has seen a shrinkage in the number of personnel.
In 1979, as I understand it, we had about 2,053 personnel commit-
ted to this program area, reduced over the years we saw the Coast
Guard budget shrinking and in difficulty, to somewhere around
1,798, about 1,800 personnel today, at a time when the age of the
vessels has been increasing, we have had increased problems.

How in the world can we possibly really maintain an active in-
spection system, computer technology included, unless we commit
more personnel? The needs are increasing, not decreasing.

Admiral Lusk. There is no question but that we could find a use
for more personnel, but we have tried very carefully in the past
several years to reduce our manpower intensiveness in such ways
as will almost totally eliminate the possibility that we decrease
safety. This has really been done very carefully.

I can’t say that we have increased safety wﬂile taking those sev-
eral hundred people out of the program, but I am quite positive,
because I did it myself, that the steps that we took and the reduc-
tions that we took were ones that should have guaranteed the same
level of safety.

What we essentially did was take from our field offices an
amount of work per year that was as best as we could determine,
and we have pretty good standards, the exact equivalent of the
number of people that we took out. So for every 50 people that I
took out, I took out 50 man-years of work. We did that by the re-
gionalization of our documentation offices, our licensing offices, our
various other programs that I mentioned in my opening statement,
bK our delegations to the American Bureau of Shipping, and by
changes in our investigation techniques. I am quite positive that
we hlave not reduced safety as a result of the reduction of those
people.

Mr. HucHes. You know, Admiral, I respect what you have said,
and I realize the constraints under.which you operate. Everyone of
you folks who come in here and testify, advance the premise that,
given the budgetary constraints, you minimize the impact, you
have done the best that you can with the resources that you have
with the missions that are assigned to you. But the fact remains
that we should be increasing, not decreasing, the inspections.

It has been very difficult for the Coast Guard to inspect as regu-
larly as they should, provide the indepth inspections that are
needed, for the simple reason you haven’t had the manpower. You
are pulled within from one {)riority to another.

Once we have an oil spill, then all of a sudden oil inspections
become a high priority. We have an influx of marihuana and co-
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caine to the point where we are up to our eyeballs in that, and
then we make major commitments to that particular mission of the
Coast Guard. You are just pulled in so many different directions
that I am amazed that you are able to do the job you do with the
dollars you have.

The fact is that it is not enough to say that we haven’t reduced
the level. What is needed is an increase in the level of safety. It is
just unacceptable to see so many results. We are not even talking
about the level of commercial fishing vessels, which you don't have
the resources or the mandate to accomplish. I have seen in my own
area of southern New Jersey four fishing vessels in the past year
or so go down with tremendous loss of life, and in some instances I
am not at all persuaded that there are not things that we could
have done that could have prevented the loss of those lives.

I don’t think it is a matter of maintaining the same safety level.
I think the level that we have maintained is adequate, and we are
not going to be able to provide, even with your new marine safety
inspection system on line, the level of safety that is needed for
these vessels unless we commit njore resources to it. A computer
can only do a certain amount of work.

Are you familiar with the article that was carried in the Phila-
delphia Inquirer May 1 to May 3 of this year entitled ‘“Death
Ships, How the United States Sends Rustbuckets To Sea, Sailors To
Their Graves’? It was done by Robert R. Frump and Timothy
Dwyer. Are you familiar with that series?

Admiral Lusk. Yes, I read them.

Mr. HugHes. They did a very excellent job, very indepth job of
reporting, very comprehensively done, very well analyzed. Their
conclusions seemed to be very decisive.

Admiral Lusk. There were some distortions in the article, sir.

Mr. HugHEes. I am sure that when you cover such a large area
vou are bound to have some questions as to whether it is all in per-
spective. But the conclusion that is reached is not that one differ-
ent from one I reached a long time ago. We are just kidding our-
selves. We think that as our vessels age and develop more problems
that we can handle this mamouth task by providing inspections to
save lives and cargo, first lives, unless we commit more resources.

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might offer this for the record? I
think it is something that is worth reading, and I would ask unani-
mous consent that it be admitted in the record.

Mr. Stuops. Without objection, it is so ordered.

[The news articie follows:]

26-763 0 - 84 - 3
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- The Philadelphia Inguiver
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